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ABSTRACT 

An average of 33.5 percent of school district 
expenditures is spent on classroom teachers 1 compensation in 
Wisconsin elementary schools. The range varies from a low of 21.4 
percent to a high of 45.9 percent. Financial data were analyzed from 
the survey responses of 110 of Wisconsin's 431 districts. The reasons 
for the average proportion spent on teachers and the great 
differences among districts are not clear. Substantial variations 
across districts in costs per pupil, number of pupils per classroom, 
and average teacher compensation each play a role, but there is no 
consistent pattern among them. Districts have made choices in each 
variable that affect the outcome, but the districts are unlikely to 
have considered these allocation decisions with the classroom teacher 
in mind. The amount spent on classroom teachers is a fundamental 
question for parents, citizens, and school districts. Therefore, the 
State Department of Public Instruction (DPI) should collect and 
analyze such financial data on a regular basis and develop a modified 
reporting torm so that citizens in each district can better 
understand where specifically money is spent and why the relative 
expenditures in a given district vary from those of other districts. 
Two case studies illustrate the detailed expenditure differences 
between Shorewood, a suburban Milwaukee district* and Fall River, a 
small rural district. Statistical data are included on one map, three 
graphs, and nine tables. Technical notes on the survey instrument and 
data collection, a copy of the survey questionnaire, and a list of 13 
references are appended. (FMW) 
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Report from the Executive Director: 

Accountability is becoming one of the top issues 
in American education. While it has no specific 
definition, we believe accountability in education starts 
with the premise, "whore docs the money go?" In 
Wisconsin, billions of dollars arc spent on public 
elementary and secondary schools. Yet in many 
instances we really don't know how the money is spent. 
The purpose of this study is to begin to supply data on 
where the money goes at the elementary level in 
Wisconsin schools. We arc not making judgements 
whether the money is spent wisely or not, nor do wc 
draw conclusions from the data that wc obtained from 
the study in terms of judging school performance. The 
reality is that at the local level, legislators and 
taxpayers arc in the best position to make judgement 
on how their schools perform. However, to do this they 
need information that explains exactly what is going on 
in the schools. 

This study look well over a year and was designed 
by Richard Rue who has extensive research experience 
in Wisconsin. Rue was the Research Director of 
Governmental Affairs at the Metropolitan Milwaukee 
Association of Commerce and earlier served as a Public 
Policy Analyst for the Public Expenditure Survey of 
Wisconsin. There he was responsible for compiling 
school district data including expenditure, revenue, and 
staffing trends in Wisconsin. 

Professor Sammis White, Director of the Urban 
RcscarcT Center at the University of Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee, was also involved in analyzing the data 
and writing the report. The data in this report come 
from three different sources: the Department of Public 
Instruction, the Wisconsin Association of School 
Boards, Inc., and the school districts themselves. In 
putting this data together, we received help from Dr. 
Herbert Grovcr, State Superintendent of Education and 
George Tiplcr, Executive Director of the Wisconsin 
Association of School Boards, They wrote supporting 
letters which were mailed f o every school district in the 
state along 1 Ah a questionnaire, which allowed us to 
obtain a reasonable sample from around the state. Wc 
wish to also thank the school districts that participated 
and hope that this report allows institutions such as the 
Department of Public Instruction to shape their data 
supporting system in such a way as to allow the 
average Wisconsin taxpayer and their elected officials 
to understand exactly how their tax dollars arc spent by 
public schools in Wisconsin. 

JAMES H. MILLER 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 



There is an old adage that education begins when the teacher closes the door. The implication is 
that it is the classroom teacher who is primarily responsible for the education which students 
receive. If you believe this to be the case, as many do, then a fundamental question for parents, 
citizens and school districts today is how much of the money spent on education goes to this key 
person, the classroom teacher. Unfortunately, it is very difficult at this point in time in most 
districts in Wisconsin to determine an answer to this question. 

This report, however, attempts to answer this question for a sample of 1 10 school districts in the 
State of Wisconsin. It does so only after an extensive data collection and analysis, an analysis the 
authors think should be done on a regular basis by the districts and the state Department of Public 
Instruction (DPI). The DPI annually collects a great deal of data from all 431 districts. The 
reporting form should be modified so that c'tizens in each district can better understand where 
specifically the dollars are going and why the relative expenditures in a given district vary from 
those in other districts. 

The answer to the question of what percentage of district expenditures goes to the classroom 
teacher is 33.5%, on average, for the elementary schools in our 110-district sample. The range 
varies from a low of 21.4% to a high of 45.9%. 



Teacher Compensation Percentage of Classroom Expenditure 

1987-88 



45.9% 




Low Average High 



Source: Wisconsin Policy Research Institute 



Why the average is what it is and why the differences among districts are so great is not entirely 
clear. There is substantial variation across districts in costs per pupil, number of pupils per 
classroom, and average teacher compensation. These each play a role. But there is no consistent 
pattern among them. Dismcts may, for example, have very similar ratios of teacher compensation 
to classroom expenditures but have very different pay schedules, classroom sizes, o r cost per 
pupil. Districts have made choices in each variable which affect the outcome, but the districts are 
unlikely to have thought through these allocation decisions with the issue of how much goes to the 
classroom teacher in mind. The information has not been available in a format which would allow 
it. 

There is no one prescribed way to educate our children, nor is there one correct allocation of 
expenditures to the classroom teacher. But by not having information on the ways our monies are 
being expended, Wisconsin's citizen? are not able to make informed choices on better ways to 
educate our children. 
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INTRODUCTION 



The p; • "iion of public education in Wisconsin constitutes the largest programmatic expenditure of 
state and local government revenues. The costs of Wisconsin's primary, secondary, vocational, 
university, and extension systems consistently require over 50 percent of total state and local 
government expenditures. (1) Given this scale of expenditure and considerable public concern as 
to the educational results, it is not surprising that calls for further increases in support for education 
are met with some skepticism. The persistent fundamental questions are, where is our money 
going and what are the educational results? Unfortunately, answers to these questions are not 
clear. 

At the local school district level, where in 1987-88 some $3.5 billion was expended, attempts have 
been made, through the institution of a mandatory reporting system to the Wisconsin Department 
of Public Instruction, to break out in considerable detail the source of revenues and the allocation 
of expenditures. (2) All of Wisconsin's 431 school districts report similar information which 
allows comparisons among districts to be made on the basis of aggregate budget or per-pupil 
expenditures. The data really do not, however, give citizens insight into how many dollars are 
actually goin e ' into classrooms. The most important activity of each school district in the state is 
placing teachers in a classroom and providirg them with the necessary tools for educating 
Wisconsin's children. The data now available to Wisconsin citizens and public policy decision- 
makers do not tell us what resources are spent in a classroom in Wisconsin. The data also do not 
provide anv insight into how many dollars are actually spent on the teacher in each classroom. 
Nor do the duia allow for the evaluation of various initiatives or programs. Districts, for example, 
cannot easily tell why their per-pupil expenditures are higher or lower than other districts and 
whether the differences are meaningful. The data are too aggregated, misaggregated, or are not 
appropriate for a more insightful evaluation of expenditures. 

Since the level of expenditure is so great, and since the educational outcome is so important to the 
future of the State, Wisconsin citizens should be given a much clearer idea of where education 
dollars are actually being spent. This is not to say that monies are currently being misspent. That 
cannot be fully determined. What must be done, however, is to reformat the data that are collected 
so that citizens can better know where the dollars are being spent and can hold their districts more 
accountable for their performance. It is not sufficient to know that a district spends $4,500 per 
pupil per year. The citizens should know how much of that money goes to the basic classroom 
teacher, to ancillary teachers, to administration, specific educational programs, and to a host of 
other categories. 

This report makes a first attempt at allocating the percentage of a district's budget which actually 
goes to the classroom teacher. The prevailing wisdom is tiiat the vast majority of the average 
district's budget goes to instruction. But only a portion of this majority actually goes to the basic 
classroom teacher. Other portions go to supporting teachers, aids, temedial help, special 
programs, and the like. The first question is how much goes to the basic teacher. The next 
question is what is the allocation among the others. At this juncture an attempt is made to answer 
only the first question. The results should spur others to want to answer the second question as 
well. 

Data collected in this study indicate that the compensation package for the classroom teacher 
requires between 21 .4 to 45.9 percent of classroom expenditures, depending on the district. The 
range is relatively dramatic. The average for the 1 10 responding districts in the sample is 33.5%. 
This is decidedly lower than the "vast majority" generally cited by conventional wisdom. The 
question of where do the other two out of three dollars spent on primary education in Wisconsin go 
comes immediately to mind. At present neither the Department of Public Instruction nor most 
individual districts provide sufficient data to answer the question. 
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METHODOLOGY 



Since DPI data are not currently available to answer the question of what proportion of spending 
goes to the classroom teacher, data had to be collected from individual buildings as well as from 
the DPI and the Wisconsin Association of School Boards. A survey instrument was designed and 
sent to the school district administrators or business managers in each of the 431 school districts. 
• The basic question it sought to answer is how many pupils are there in each classroom in each 
district. In the spring of 1988 the district administrators/managers were asked to distribute the 
survey instrument to the more than 2,000 principals who administer schools in Wisconsin. 
Principals from over 200 districts responded. A number of districts, however, did not have 
enough of the buildings (at least one-half) respond to have the district data included in this report. 
In the majority of districts reported upon below, however, all of the elementary buildings in the 
district reported. 

An initial attempt was made to collect these data for both primary and secondary levels. But due to 
the greater variety of class scheduling patterns and a lower percentage of returns from middle and 
high schools, this « tudy concerns only elementary school buildings (see technical note). 

"Elementary" scnool includes different grades depending on the district. For some it is 
kindergarten through grade five; for others it extends to grade six or grade eight. All districts with 
complete enough responses, regardless of definition, are included. 

Grade Levels Included * Number of Districts 



k-3 1 

k-4 9 

k-5 26 

k-6 55 

k-8 17 

Portion of k- 1 2 Building 2 



110 



*k = Kindergarten 



THE DATA 

Appearing collectively in Table I are all of the data collected and analyzed for this study. The data 
appear for the 110 districts with at least half of their elementary schools reporting. The districts are 
listed by tens based on their ranking in the last column, the percentage of classroom expenditures 
that goes to the classroom teacher. 

The first column is a computation of the average number of students per classroom derived from 
the survey data reported by the principals in each district reporting. This figure was computed by 
dividing the number of pupils reported in the building by the number of classrooms operated in the 
building, and then averaging across buildings in districts with more than one elementary school. 

The second column, expenditures per pupil, is taken from a DPI report for all districts. (3) The 
DPI collects data on revenues, expenditures and staffing. It then creates common comparison 
measures such as this one, computed by dividing total expenditures by total full time equivalent 
students. 
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Factors in the Computation of Teacher Compensation 
as a Percentage of Classroom Expenditures, 
Wisconsin Sample Districts, 1987-88 

Pupils Per Expenditures Per Teacher's Compensation 
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Pupils Per Expenditures Per Teacher's Compensation 

School District (grades) Classroom Pupil Classroom % Classroom S 
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Whitcfish Bay (k-8) 


22.0 


66 


5,765 


7 


126,599 


18 


42,226 


16 


33.4 


71 


Elmbrook (k-6) 


21.3 


73 


6,459 


4 


737,835 


6 


45,763 


1 


33.2 


72 


Hortonvillc (k-8) 


25.4 


13 


3,793 


107 


96,380 


81 


32,005 


95 


33.2 


73 


Weyerhaeuser (k-12 Bldg) 


13.4 


110 


6,139 


6 


82,324 


107 


27,369 


108 


33.2 


74 


Chippewa Falls (k-5) 


26.6 


7 


4,254 


92 


113,114 


37 


37,439 


45 


33.1 


75 


Greenfield (k-6) 


23.9 


27 


5,364 


22 


128,092 


17 


42,302 


15 


33.0 


76 


Racine (k-5) 


24.9 


17 


4,765 


56 


118,553 


26 


39,158 


31 


33.0 


77 


Fort Atkinson (k-6) 


20.8 


83 


5,213 


30 


108,430 


53 


35,785 


59 


33.0 


78 


Valdcrs (k-4) 


24.0 


26 


4,307 


90 


103,540 


67 


33,695 


79 


32.5 


79 


Waunakee (k-5) 


22.6 


54 


4,850 


49 


109,610 


50 


35,356 


64 


32.3 


80 
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Pupils Per Expenditures Per Teacher's Compensation 

School District (grades) Classroom Pupil Classroom % Classroom S 





Number Rank 


Amount Rank 


Amount Rank 


Amount 


Rank 


% 


Rank 


Turtle Lake (k-8)* 


21.2 


76 


$4,954 


40 


$104,777 


65 


$33,848 


78 


32.3 


81 


Alma Center (k-6) 


19.0 


101 


5,065 


36 


96,235 


82 


30,977 


100 


32.2 


82 


Luck (k-6) 


23.4 


40 


4,603 


66 


107,802 


55 


33,961 


76 


31.5 


83 


Wild Rose (k-6) 


20.9 


79 


4,566 


70 


95,566 


85 


30,065 


103 


31.5 


84 


Wautoma (k-8) 


23.3 


42 


4,415 


78 


102,870 


70 


32,077 


94 


31.2 


85 


Milwaukee (k-8) 


25.9 


10 


5,533 


19 


143,139 


5 


42,951 


12 


30.0 


8') 


River Falls (k-5) 


23.7 


32 


4,916 


43 


116,706 


29 


34,977 


67 


30.0 


87 


Prainc du Chicn (k-6) 


25.0 


16 


4,378 


83 


109,450 


51 


32,672 


90 


29.9 


88 


Osceola (k-4) 


26.7 


6 


4,661 


61 


124,402 


20 


37,061 


47 


29.8 


89 


Fah River (k-6) 


20.0 


89 


5,762 


8 


115,413 


35 


34,089 


74 


29.5 


90 


Plattevillc (k-4) 


21.8 


69 


5,309 


25 


115,630 


32 


34,076 


75 


29.5 


91 


* *• - -.'11 /A S \ 

Merrill (k-6) 


29.4 


2 


4,460 


75 


131,258 


13 


38,587 


33 


29.4 


92 


Rosendalc (k-5) 


23.2 


44 


5,122 


32 


118,728 


25 


34,475 


71 


29.0 


93 


Abbotsford (k-5) 


23 i 


31 


4,721 


58 


11 2,360 


39 


32,352 


91 


28.8 


94 


Germanlown (k-5) 


26.5 


8 


5,651 


12 


149,921 


3 


42,439 


14 


28.3 


95 


Siren (k-5) 


22.2 


63 


5,334 


24 


118,201 


27 


33,401 


83 


28.3 


96 


Mcrton J8 (k-8)* 


25.7 


11 


5,231 


27 


134,437 


9 


37,958 


41 


28.2 


97 


Parkview (k-6) 


22.9 


50 


5,071 


35 


116,227 


30 


31,779 


97 


27.3 


98 


Marathon City (k-12 Bid) 


28.2 


3 


4,643 


63 


130,840 


14 


34,811 


69 


26.6 


99 


Stoughton (k-5) 


27.5 


4 


4,935 


41 


135,466 


7 


35,803 


58 


26.4 


100 


Rio (k-6) 


23.0 


47 


5,034 


37 


115,782 


31 


29,868 


104 


25.8 


101 


Lancaster (k-4) 


22.9 


51 


5,349 


23 


122,385 


23 


30,477 


101 


24.9 


10? 


Solon Springs (k-6) 


23.5 


38 


4,975 


38 


116,863 


28 


28,826 


106 


24 7 


103 


Clayton (k-8) 


22.9 


49 


4,831 


53 


110,823 


45 


27,015 


109 


24.4 


104 


(VT nut Ait V%i i t'n r \» ^ i 

INC" AUDUm ^K-O, 


24.2 


25 


5,435 


20 


131,581 


11 


31,022 


99 


23.6 


105 


P olph (k-5) 


26.4 


9 


5,098 


33 


134,689 


8 


30,431 


102 


22.6 


106 


Wauzcka (k-6) 


18.6 


104 


5,235 


26 


97,319 


78 


21,976 


110 


22.6 


107 


New Lisbon (k-6) 


30.2 


1 


4,856 


47 


146,797 


4 


32,793 


89 


22.3 


108 


Menominee Indian (k-3) 


19.5 


96 


7,745 


1 


150,640 


2 


33,438 


82 


22.2 


109 


Flambeau (k-6) 


21.3 


74 


7,299 


2 


155,761 


1 


33,385 


£4 


21.4 


110 


AVERAGE 


22.4 




S4.856 




$108,892 




$36,512 




33.5% 





* These districts operate grades Kindergarten to Eighth. They are all located in 
union high school districts. 




The third column, expenditures per classroom, is simply a product of the first two columns (pupils 
/ classroom X expenditures / pupil). Average pupils per classroom is multiplied by expenditures 
per pupil to create a dollar figure on total expenditures per average classroom in each district. This 
figure for each district is substantially correct. The one error which may appear in it is that the 
expenditure per pupil is computed on grades k-12, not just on the elementary grades which are the 
focus of this stud> We do not know, but wc presume that elementary school children cost less to 
educate than high school students. Data are not currently available in Wisconsin to determine this. 

The fourth column, average teacher compensation, is a figure which represents total salary and all 
additional fringe benefit expenditures (for example, Social Security, health care insurance, 
retirement, and disability insurance) in teachers' compensation packages. The figure is taken from 
data provided by the Wisconsin Association of School Boards.(4) The Association monitors the 
state's 431 districts and records t'.ie results of all teacher contracts. The average teacher 
compensation figure is calculated by the School Boards Association by dividing the total volume of 
the compensation by the total number of full time equivalent teachers. 

The fifth column, teacher compensation as a percentage of classroom expenditure, is calculated by 
dividing average teacher compensation by average total expenditure per classroom. The result 
reflects what proportion of the money spent in a district's average classroom goes directly to the 
classroom teacher. This is one clear measure of where school districts are spending their monies. 

GEOGRAPHIC REPRESENTATION 

Enough complete responses to our survey were received from 110 districts or approximately one- 
quarter of the districts in the state. Map 1 shows the geographic distribution of these 1 10 districts. 
They are located in 66 of Wisconsin's 72 counties, providing broad geographic coverage. The 
districts range in size from the largest, Milwaukee, to some of the smallest, Fall River and 
Weyerhaeuser. They appear to be a representative sample of districts in the state. The districts on 
the map are shaded according to the percentage of classroom spending allocated to the average 
teacher's compensation package. The distribution of the percentage groupings, 29.99 and lower, 
30 to 34.9, 35.0 to 39,9, and 40.0 and above, show no apparent geographic concentration. 
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TEACHER COMPENSATION AS A PERCENTAGE 
OF CLASSROOM EXPENDITURES 
(Sample of 1 10 Wisconsin School Districts) 
1987-88 School Year 




COST PER PUPIL 



School districts in Wisconsin spent over $3.5 billion to educate the 735,467 pupils (two 
kindergarten students count a« one full time student) enrolled in the 1987-38 school year. (5) Thai 
equates to an average per-pupil expenditure of $4,831. The average for the 110 districts in the 
survey is a very similar $4,856. The per-pupil costs in the sample districts range from $3,230 to 
$7,745. This range is within the range seen for all of the state's 431 school districts. (6) 

In the 1987-88 school year Wisconsin's 431 school districts budgeted $2.1 billion fo- instructional 
spending, or 59% of total expenditures. Instructional spending is further divided into four 
categories. General curriculum makes up the largest portion with $1.5 billion, or 41% of the total. 
The other categories of expenditures are: special education, $305 million or 8%; vocational, $167 
million or 5%; and other curriculum, $168 million, also 5%. (7) Other curriculum includes 
physical education, health , driver's education, and co-eaucational clubs and activities 
such as band, sports, or social groups. 



WISCONSIN SCHOOL DISTRICT EXPENDITURES, 1987-88 




■ Support Services 41.0% 

EH General Instruction 41.0% 

13 Vocational Curriculum 5.0% 

□ Other Curriculum 5.0% 

H Special Education 8.0% 



Source: Wisconsin Policy Research Institute Graph based on Department of Public Instruction 
data. 



Support services in 1987-88 were budgeted at $1.4 billion, or 41% of the total $3.5 billion in 
spending. Support services include the costs of operating and maintaining the physical plant at 
10.0% of total spending, debt service at 3.2%, food services at 3.1%, transportation at 5.1%, and 
district and school building administration at 6.8% (8). 

PUPILS PER CLASSROOM 

The number of pupils in a typical elementary school classroom varied across districts in the sample 
from 13.4 for Weyerhaeuser to 30.2 for New Lisbon, with an average of 22.4. That there is a 
range was not unexpected, since similar variation is seen when a simple pupil-teacher ratio 
comparison is made. For example, the same two extreme districts noted above have a ratio of 
pupils to teachers of 11.6:1 and 16.3:1, respectively. The full range for the pupil-teacher ratio for 



the state's 431 school districts is from less than ten to the low twenties or more than twice that 
found in the 110 district sample. (9) This implies that the number of pupils per classroom in the 
state may vary even more widely than in our sampL. 



COST PER CLASSROOM 

Average classroom expenditures per district in our sample range from $77,400 to $155,761. 
These figures are constructed by multiplying average classroom size by per-pupil expenditure 
levels. The average for the 110 districts in the survey is $108,892. Milwaukee School District, 
for example, showed a classroom expenditure level of $143,139, ranking it fifth highest. Kenosha 
ranked 43rd at $1 1 1,210, and Rib Lake, 1 10th at $77,400. 

Care should be exercised in viewing the cost-per-classroom figure as a precise measure of a school 
district's actual classroom expenditure level. The figure is a product of district averages to provide 
a common point of comparison. Variations within a district are very possible, given differing 
school buildings, varying compensation levels for teachers by building, differing numbers of 
pupils per building within a district, or the nature of classes being taught. In the Shorewood 
School District, for example, there are two elementary schools. In the Atwater and Lake Bluff 
elementary school buildings the following staff were reported to the Department of Public 
Instruction: 

FTE PROFESSIONAL STAFF 

Position Atwater Lake Bluff 

Principal 1 1 

Librarian 
Teachers: 
Special Ed. 
Regular 
Counselor 
Admin. Pupil Ser. 
Total 

The number of pupils in each school building reported in the survey were Atwater with 481.5 (k = 
1/2) and Lake Bluff with 459. Both the Atwater and Lake Bluff schools report operating 22 
classrooms in the survey. This leaves an average classroom size of 20.9 for Lake Bluff and 21.9 
for Atwater. (10) 

The average years of teaching experience for the Atwater School staff is 16.1 years, while for the 
Lake Bluff School staff it is 18.7 years. Total compensation for the 29.1 teachers in the Atwater 
School is approximately $1,227,000, while total compensation for the Lake Bluff School teachers 
is $1,201,000. These compensation figures include salary and all fringe benefits. The average 
teacher's total compensation (per FTE position) is $42,165 for the Atwater School and $41,999 for 
the Lake Bluff School. The salary portion of total compensation for the Atwater School is 
$32,555. The salary portion for the Lake Bluff School is $32,458. (11) These minor differences 
between the two compensation amounts is not unexpected. The average years of experience seen 
in each building is sufficient for most teachers to have reached the top of the salary schedule. This 
is an example of the widely cited concern that salary schedules have been compressed over the last 
decade as the number of new teachers who enter the profession has decreased and stabilized. 
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TEACHER COMPENSATION 



The average school district teacher compensation is a product of negotiation between the district 
and the local teacher's union under the state-imposed mediation arbitration law. The range in the 
teacher's compsnsation is from $21,976 to $45,763 for the 110 districts in the survey who have 
settled 1987-88 school year contracts. The average for the 1 10 districts is $36,512. A number of 
districts in the Milwaukee area, such as West Allis, Menomonee Falls, Mequon, Wauwatosa, Fox 
Point, and Glendale rank in the top ten in terms of average teacher compensation. But as will be 
seen below, this often has little bearing on the ratio of teacher compensation to classroom cost. 
What is remarkable is the range of compensation in the sample. The highest paid teachers in the 
state receive more than twice what the lowest paid teachers receive. Housing costs do vary, but 
they are not sufficient to account for such a disparity. Other factors may play a role, but what they 
are is not evident. 

TEACHER COMPENSATION AS PERCENT OF CLASSROOM COST 

The most important figure in the 'able is the last one, the percent of classroom cost that goes to 
teacher compensation. There is enormous variation across our sample. At the high end is West 
Bend where almost half of the classroom costs are allocated to the classroom teacher. At the low 
end is Flambeau where only one-fifth goes to the teacher. The average for the 1 10 districts in the 
sample is 33.5%. This figure is probably lower than most citizens would have guessed, given the 
common image of elementary school as a set of students with one teacher. 

The burning question these figures raise is where does the rest of the money go? Some insight can 
be gained by examining such factors as classroom size, teacher compensation, or expenditures per 
pupil In the case of the West Bend School District the driving factors are the low number of 
pupils in the average classroom, 19.0, and the very high average teacher's compensation package 
of $41,179. With a difference of only $130, the per pupil cost is extremely close to the average for 
the 1 10 districts. West Bend has made the decision to pay its teachers well and to have smaller 
classes. These two factors play a major role in the district's spending almost half of its classroom 
dollars on the classroom teacher. 

Brillion School District, by contrast, has made different decisions. Although it ranks right behind 
West Bend in percent of classroom expenditures going to the teacher and it, too, has a smaller 
number of pupils per classroom, it pays its teachers considerably less, some $2,1 19 less than the 
sample average; and it spends considerably less overall on edjeation. (Its per-pupil expenditure 
ranks it 108 out of 110 districts reporting.) The result is that a relatively high proportion, (44.3 
percent,) of expenditures goes to the classroom teacher. 

At the other end of the spectrum is the Flambeau School District with 21.4% of classroom 
spending going for teachers' compensation. The District pays its teachers less than most other 
districts, some $3,127, on average. And it has smaller classes, averaging 21.3 pupils per 
classroom. These factors could offset one another. But the controlling factor is the per-pupil 
expenditure level. At $7,299 per pupil, this level is the second highest in the 110 sample districts. 
When combined with reiatively low teacher compensation, the result is just over one-fifth of the 
expenditures go to the classroom teacher. What is unknown, however, are the reasons for the high 
per-pupil expenditures, since it does not appear to be going to the teachers. 

Another example is Milwaukee, where some 30 percent of the average classroom costs go to 
teacher compensation. The major cause for the lower than average percentage going to the 
classroom teacher despite higher teacher compensation and the higher expenditure per pupil is the 
higher-than-average class size. But again that may be only a partial explanation. 



WHY THE VARIATION 

Where do the other dollars go? There are several answers. One has to do with teachers and 
teacher contracts. It is normal for teacher contracts to provide for specific classroom preparatory 
time. A contract may call for a teacher to be present at the building for an hour prior and after the 
actual class is present. It may also call for a teacher to provide instruction during only four or five 
periods of a six-period day. This latter provision would have the impact of increasing the number 
of teachers within a school district to cover all classroom hours. There are also teachers who 
supplement the basic classroom teacher by offering such subjects as art, music, reading or physical 
education. 



Another explanation involves the many other costs which are associated with running a school 
district: the costs of operating and maintaining the school building; school district and the 
individual building administration; food service; debt service costs; bus transportation; and other 
district educational services, such as special education. Some districts have more administrators 
and, therefore, higher costs. Other districts may have newer buildings or recently completed 
rehabilitation which have raised debt-service costs. Still others may serve a wider area with buses 
or provide more special classes. 

The variation in per-pupil expenditure levels may also be attributed to district management 
decisions on such issues as actual pupil-teacher ratios in the classroom, degrees and years of 
teaching experience of the professional staff, and location and size of support staff. Other 
influential factors may be the demographics of a district's school age population, the number of 
children with "special" educational needs, desegregation, asbestos, court orders, interpretation of 
state mandates, and other similar factors. 

STATE MANDATES 

Many other factors which are not subject to local decisions also play a role in the differences 
among districts. These factors are attributable to state and federally-imposed mandates. A 
Legislative Fiscal Bu/eau study in 1988 notes 24 mandates placed on school districts for finance, 
107 for areas of governance, organization and operations, and 24 for educational programing. In 
addition, there were 42 other requirements placed on districts in first class cities (re Milwaukee) 
and 18 provisions applicajle to districts participating in voluntrry programs. (12) Another 12 




TEACHER COMPENSATION AS PERCENTAGE OF 
CLASSROOM EXPENDITURE 
1987-88 



Average Expenditure 
I 33.5% for Classroom Teacher 
S3 66.5% Other Expenditures 



Source: Wisconsin Policy Research Institute Graph 
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general governmental provisions were also noted to apply to school distr - These mandates are 
all of state origin. 

To illustrate the point that many non-local factors also affect expenditure patterns, the following 
provides a list of state mandates relating to educational programs: 

Local handicapped education programs must be approved by the DPI. 

Districts create multidisciplinary teams to evaluate children with exceptional educational 
needs (EEN). 

Districts must provide educational programs for children with EEN, age 3 or older. 
Annual district plan to meet EEN must be submitted to DPI. 
Districts must provide services to school-age parents. 

English language instruction must be provided with use of native language to permit 
effective progress for Limited English Speaking pupils (LES). 

Bilingual educational programs for LES pupils must be provided. 

Districts must provide instruction in academic skills, vocational skills, citizenship and 
personal development. 

Districts must employ a reading specialist and develop a reading program with appropriate 
goals. 

Districts must require all instruction be in English except in specific circumstances. 
Districts are required to identify children at risk and develop programs to retain pupils. 
Gifted and talented educational programs are required. 
Books and supplies must be provided to indigent children. 

Districts must provide remedial reading for underachievers up to grade three, and five- 
year-old kindergarten is required. 

Written sequential curriculum plans must be implemented. 

For all grades regular instructional plans in specific areas are required. 

Access to education is required for employment programs. 

Districts must comply with high school graduation standards. 

Districts must annually administer a standardized DPI reading test for grade three. 

Districts must administer achievement tests for reading, language arts and math at 
least twice up to grade five and once in grades 9 to 1 1 . 
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Built around these requirements are specific administrative rules and regulations placing specific 
educational requirements on local school districts. For example, under special education there are 
twenty-one individual reporting categories. In addition, other non-educational programming 
requirements may accompany the ones noted above. An example of this is the required annual 
census of non-English speaking children in a district to determine if certain criteria are met for 
Limited English Speaking programs to be required. 

DIFFERING EXPENDITURE PATTERNS 

A school district's educational program offering will also affect its per-pupil costs. For example, 
the data shown in the table reflect expenditures at the point at which they are finally made and 
students at the point the instruction is delivered. Many districts in Wisconsin, however, act as 
"magnets" for provision of specific services. These services tend to be of high cost and require 
specific pupil numbers to justify the expenditures or provide adequate programming. 

In the area of special education several methods of providing the services are used by school 
districts. In 1988, for example, there were two counties which provided special education services 
to local school districts on a contract basis (not every district located in the county may 
participate). These counties were Marathon and Sheboygan. In these two cases the local school 
districts contract with the county for the provision of special educational services for students from 
their district. Fees paid by the participating school districts cover the actual costs incurred by the 
county program. The pupils are counted by the school district for aid purposes. The dollars spent 
by the district are shown in the data. The pupils, however, do not appear in the pupil count used in 
this effort. This, therefore, would cause a higher per-pupil expenditure. 

Six other counties directly operate a handicapped education program for their participating school 
districts: Brown (the city of Green Bay school district operates its own program), Calumet, 
Manitowoc, Ozaukee, Racine (the city of Racine School District operates its own program), and 
Walworth. In these cases the county levies the property tax to support the educational program. 
These pupils and dollars are not shown in the data developed for this study. Since these districts 
do not supply this very costly educational service, their expenditures, both gross and per pupil, 
will be lower than those of other districts. As an example, the Manitowoc School District's 1987- 
88 per pupil school costs were the third lowest, $4,001, of any district their size (2,500 to 4,999 
pupils) as reported in Wisconsin School Histrict Facts. 1988 . (13) The data show an expenditure 
range for these districts of $3,765 to $6,273, with an average of $4,722. Thus, the Manitowoc 
district compares favorably to its peers in terms of per-pupil expenditure levels on the surface. 
However, the comparison may not be accurate because of the local decision to provide special 
education programs through the county, and the cost of those programs is not reflected in the 
$4,001 figure. 

In other cases a district may act as a magnet for providing special educational services for 
themselves and neighboring school districts. In these cases the district's reported expenditures per 
pupil will be pushed higher as the special education program expands. In the districts whose 
pupils are being transferred into the program, the per-pupil cost should be lower. 
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CASE STUDIES 



In order to gain further insight into some of the detailed expenditure differences among districts, 
two specific districts are examined. One is a suburban Milwaukee district, Shorewood. The 
second is a small rural district, Fall River. 

School Districts: Shorewood 

The Shorewood School District is located immediately north of the Milwaukee Metropolitan School 
District. In 1987, Shorewood reported 1,943 pupils. It also reported total expenditures of 
$1 1,249,644 in its 1987 Annual Budget Report to the state Department of Public Instruction. The 
following table details the revenues and expenditures of the Shorewood School District from that 
report. 

SHOREWOOD SCHOOL DISTRICT TOTAL EXPENDITURES 

1987-88 



Property Tax 

State Aids 
General 
Handicapped 
Transportation 
Integration 
Other 

Federal Aids 

Other Revenues 

Total 



Revenue Source 

Amount Percent 

$8,541,884 76.7% 

1,903,950 17.1 
( 430,000) (3.9) 
( 348,700) (3.1) 
( 0) ( 0) 
(1,100,000) (9.9) 
( 25,250) ( .1) 



90,000 



.8 



605,937 5.4 
$11,141,771 100.0% 



Expenditure Area 

Amount Percent 

Instruction $6,315,231 56.1% 

(Special Ed) (666,335) ( 5.9) 

Support Services 4,234,413 37.6 

Instruc. Staff ( 627,652) ( 5.6) 

Administration (1,059,121) ( 9.4) 

Oper&Maint (1,630,130) ( 14.5) 

Pupil Transport 116,150) ( 1.0) 

Other ( 801,360) ( 7.1) 



Debt Services 



536,468 4.8 



Food Services 163,532 1.5 
Total $11,249,644 100.0 



If instruction and instructional staff expenses are combined, total instructional costs are 61.7% of 
the school expenditures. The second largest expenditure is for operation and maintenance, 14.5% 
of the total. 

Per-pupil expenditures for the Shorewood School District for 1987 were $5,734 based on data 
filed by the district with the DPI. The Public Expenditure Survey has reported on per-pupil 
expenditure levels for over five years. According to its authoritative report and a review of the data 
filed by the district with DPI, the following per-pupil expenditure amounts were reported for 1987. 
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Shorewood School District Per Pupil Expenditures 

1987-88 



Expenditure Area 


Amount 


Percentage 


Instruction 


$ 3,181 


55.5 


( Pnm nf n ti on ^ 




vjz. /; 


Support Services 


2,553 


44.5 


(Oper & Maint) 


( 839) 


(14.6) 


(Pupil Transport) 


( 60) 


( l.D 


(Instruct Support) 


( 323) 


( 5.6) 


(Debt) 


( 380) 


( 6.6) 


(Gen & Bldg Admin) 


( 458) 


( 8.1) 


(Other) 


( 493) 


( 8.6) 


Total 


$ 5,734 


100.0% 



The preceding per-pupil spending level, together with the gross dollar revenue and expenditure 
amounts, of the Shorewood School District give basic comparable information for the district. The 
data indicate that instructional services compensation accounts for 94.9% of all instructional costs 
($3,020/3,181). Instructional compensation would include salary and fringe benefit amounts for 
teachers and teacher aids. Instructional costs account for 55.5% of total per-pupil spending. 
Applying these same percentage relationships as seen in the preceding table to the per-classroom 
expenditure amount for the Shorewood district of $122,708 yields the following data on a 
classroom basis. 



Expenditure Area 


Amount 


Percentage 


Instruction 


$68,103 


55.5% 


(Compensation) 


(64,667) 


(52.7) 


Support Services 


54,360 


44.5 


(Oper & Maint) 


(17,915) 


(14.6) 


(Pupil Transport) 


( 1,350) 


( l.D 


(Instruct Support) 


( 6,872) 


( 5.6) 


(Debt) 


( 8,099) 


( 6.6) 


(Gen & Bid Admin) 


( 9,817) 


( 8.1) 


(Other) 


(10,553) 


( 8.6) 


Total 


$122,708 


100.0% 



The resulting compensation figure for a typical classroom is $64,667. The average teacher's 
compensation for the Shorewood School District is, however, $42,938. T/ie remaining 
instructional compensation amount is $21,729. A portion of this is attributable to teachers' 
assistants within the district. The greater portion, however, is attributable to teachers' 
compensation for time outside the classroom. 

Data filed by the district with the DPI show 57.7 teachers for the two elementary schools. The 
survey data indicate the district was operating 44 classrooms for the two elementary schools on 
average for each school day. This would indicate that there are 13.7 teachers outside the classroom 
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on average. Another way to look at these figures is the ratio of 1.3 teachers per classroom. 
Multiplying this figure times average teacher compensation ($42,938) yields the fact that the 
combined teachers serving each classroom receive, on average, $55,819 of the $64,667 allocated 
for classroom compensation. It appears that teaching assistants receive the rest. 

The Shorewood School District's elementary schools' staffing patterns include the following 
distribution of teachers and administrative personnel for its two elementary schools. 

Position FTE Personnel 

Principal 2 
Librarian 2 

Teachers 57.7 

(Special Ed.) ( 6.1) 
Counselor 1 

Total 62.7 



The school district's contract language with its teachers' union does not dictate a specific time 
period teachers must be in the school building. The language allows for variations in accordance 
with the educational responsibilities of the teacher. This pattern allows for a greater amount of 
flexibility in he scheduling of teachers' and students' time. 

FALL RIVER 

The Fall River School District is located to the northeast of Madison in Columbia and Dodge 
Counties. The District in 1987 reported 306 pupils. The district operates one school building. 
Total expenditures of $1,718,304 were reported in the 1987 Annual Budget Report to the state 
Department of Public Instruction. The following table details the revenues and expenditures of the 
Fall River School District from that report. 

Fall River School District 
Revenue and Expenditures 
1987-88 



Revenue Source Expenditure Area 





Amount 


Percent 




Amount 


Percent 


Property Tax 


$ 850,060 


49.0% 


Instruction 


$ 982,676 


57.2% 


State Aids: 


671,407 


38.7 


(Special Ed) 


(111,451) 


( 6.5) 


General 


( 643,200) 


(37.0) 


Support Services 


624,271 


36.3 


Handicapped 


( 11,287) 


( -7) 


Jnstruc Staff 


( 90,114) 


( 5.2) 


Transportation 


( 8,400) 


( .5) 


Administration 


( 84,004) 


( 4.9) 


Integration 


( 0) 


( 0) 


Oper & Maint 


( 296,329) 


(17.3) 


Other 


( 8,520) 


( -5) 


Pupil Transport 


( 94,690) 


( 5.5) 


Federal Aids 


104,817 


6.0 


Other 


( 59,134) 


( 3.4) 


Other Revenues 


110,013 


6.3 


Debt Service 


43,593 


2.5 








Food Services 


67,764 


3.9 


Total 


$1,736,297 


100.0% 


Total * 


$1,718,304 


99.9% 



*This does not equal 100% because of rounding error. 
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Expenditures per pupil for the Fall River School District for 1987 were $5,762, only $28 higher 
than those for the much larger Shorewood School District, based on data filed by the district with 
the DPI. According to the Public Expenditure Survey's report, Wisconsin School Districts Facts. 
1988 and a review of the data filed by the district with DPI, the following per-pupil expenditure 
amounts were reported for 1987. 

Fall River School District Per-Pupil Expenditures 







1987-88 


Exnenditure Area 


Amnnnf 

4k 1 1 1 win it 


Pprr*pntn ctp 
* ciwwfUiajjc 


Instruction 


$ 3,358 


58.3% 


(Compensation) 


(2,786) 


(48.4) 


Support Services 


2,404 


41.7 


(Oper & Maint) 


( 696) 


(12.1) 


(Pupil Transport) 


( 309) 


( 5.4) 


(Instuct Support) 


( 294) 


( 5.1) 


(Debt) 


( 143) 


( 2.5) 


(Gen & Bldg Admin) 


( 503) 


( 8.7) 


(Other) 


( 459) 


( 7.9) 


Total 


$ 5,762 


100.0% 



The preceding per-pupil spending level together with the gross dollar revenue and expenditure 
amounts of the Fall River School District give basic comparable information for the district. The 
data indicate that instructional services compensation accounts for 83.0% of all instructional costs. 
Instructional compensation would include salary and f inge benefits amounts for teachers and 
teacher aids. Instructional costs account for 58.3% of total per-pupil spending. Applying the same 
percentage relationships as seen in the preceding table to the per-classroom expenditure amount for 
the Fall River district ($1 15,413) yields the following data on a classroom basis. 

Fall River Classroom Expenditures, 1987-88 



Exnenditure Area 


Amount 


Percentage 


Instruction 


$67,286 


58.3% 


(Compensation) 


( 55,860) 


(48.4) 


Support Services 


48,127 


41.7 


(Oper & Maint) 


( 13,965) 


(12.1) 


(Pupil Transport) 


( 6,232) 


( 5.4) 


(Instruct Support) 


( 5,886) 


( 5.1) 


(Debt) 


( 2,885) 


( 2.5) 


(Gen & Bid Oper) 


( 10,041) 


( 8.7) 


(Other) 


( 9,118) 


( 7.9) 


Total 


$115,413 


100.0% 



The resulting compensation figure for a typical classroom is $55,860. The Fall River School 
District's avenge teachers' compensation is $34,977 for 1987-88. The remaining instructional 
compensatic.i is $20,883. The question of where these remaining dollars go is not answerable 
with the available data. The total is slightly smaller than the figure of $21,729 found in 
Shorewood. It may be that there are more teachers than classrooms, but given the small size of the 



district and the cross-over among grades by teachers, the exact use of all instructional dollars is not 
determinable from existing figures. We do know that the district was operating 7.7 elementary 
classrooms. But we do not know how many elementary school teachers there were. 

The Fall River School district's school (k-12) staffing patterns include the following distribution of 
teachers and administrative personnel: 

Position PTE Personnel 

Principal .5 
Librarian .2 

Teachers 13.59 

(Special Ed.) ( 2.73) 
Counselor .1 

Total 14.39 



The point that these data on Fail River and those on Shorewood are supposed to make is that 
districts do spend money differently, even though they are responding to numerous similar 
mandates. But what is not known is why their expenditure patterns are different and whether any 
particular pattern is actually superior. Current data do not even allow the calculation of the simple 
measure of what percentage of classroom expenditure goes to the classroom teacher. 

If citizens and school board members are to be able to make more informed decisions on education 
expenditures, then a revised reporting form should be developed and administered by the DPI 
wMch would give more meaningful insight into where dollars are really going and why they are 
being spent in that fashion. Ideally citizens would also be able to learn just what is being achieved 
with the specific expenditure as well. That is step two. Step one is more immediate. Citizens 
should know specifically where their tax dollars are going. 



NOTE: The Institute wishes to acknowledge the cooperation of the Department of Public 
Instruction, the Wisconsin Association of School Boards, and the administrative staffs of the 
Shorewood and Fall River School Districts. Their assistance and provision of data was crucial to 
the development of the report, particularly in the design and testing of the survey instrument, 
development of the data base, and review of the progress of the project. 



19 



1 



APPENDIX I 



Survey Instrument (Technical Note) 



The actual survey instrument can be seen on the following pages. It was designed to collect data 
to allow for the calculation of the number of classrooms in operation on a typical school day for 
each responding school building. The basis for the calculation is the number of time blocks in a 
given building multiplied by length of time for each block. These resulting figures are then totaled 
and divided by the number of time blocks in a typical school day. The results give the number of 
classrooms in operation for the school. The following is an example of how one school building 
responded to the survey and the resulting figures for the building. 



This is the reporting form from the Shorewood School District. 



Grade 



Time Blocks « 


A Jl m.-i 

3rd tn. 
Septe&ber 
Enroll&eo 


1/2 


1 


2 


3 




5 


6 


7 


8 




















U 








f 


























3 






u? 














3 




















3 






5t 










% 










M 




(p 






3 










U 








3 












(.2 















































































































































K4 

K 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

Un- 
graded 
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In this example, from the Shorewood School District, the elementary school building has classes 
from pre-kindergarten (k4) to sixth grade (6) with a total of 460 full time equivalent pupils (pre- 
kindergarten and kindergarten are counted as half since they attend a half day of school). The 
typical school day has six periods or time blocks. The building operates four units of pre- 
kindergarten and kindergarten for three time blocks (half of a typical school day). In the case of 
first to third grades this building has three time blocks of six hours each for each grade level. In 
the fourth to sixth grades variable length time blocks become a factor in the educational schedule 
for the children. In this case fourth and fifth grades each have six one-hour blocks and three four- 
hour blocks of instructional time. The sixth grade has nine one-hour blocks and three two- hour 
blocks. 

In order to determine the average number of classrooms for the building for a typical school day, 
the number of time blocks noted in each time column are multiplied by the length of time of the 
block. For example, in the one-hour time block twenty-one one-hour classes are reported; six for 
fourth grade, six for fifth, and nine for sixth. The twenty-one is multiplied by one. In each of the 
following columns the same procedure is followed. The three-hour time block column shows 
eleven classes with a result of thirty-three. The grand total for this example is 132 hours of class in 
a typical school day for this building. The building reports a school day length of six time blocks. 
The six is divided into the 132 hours to yield twenty-two classes in operation for the typical school 
day. G'ven the 460 pupils reported for the school building, the average number of pupils in a 
typical classroom would be 20.9. 

Data Collection Technical Note 

The original survey instrument was sent to all school buildings in the state, including middle and 
high schools. This study examines only elementary school data. During the process of examining 
data returned by participating school buildings and following data entry, several problems 
developed. In the case of middle schools it was evident that a sufficient sample was not returned to 
make the data sufficiently representative for inclusion in this study. In the case of high school data 
the number of buildings responding was also quite low. However, the data also showed an 
extreme variation in the average class size between districts. Efforts made to identify reasons for 
these variations indicate that in the data collection process a distinction should have been made for 
study halls. In the case of larger school districts study hall size was extremely large. Thij was 
sufficient in a number of cases to drive the average class size to an extreme. Conversely, in 
smaller districts classes are given with as few as two or three pupils. Future research efforts 
should attempt to isolate these data anomalies from driving the data ranges to extremes. 




FOOTNOTES 



(1) Wisconsin Expenditure Commission, unpublished Working papers of the 
Commission, data based on U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Government 
data, 1986. 

(2) Department of Public Instruction, Division of Management and Budget, interview 
with staff, based on data filed by the states 431 school disu-icts, 1988. 

(3) Department of Public Instruction, computer printout for the Wisconsin Policy 
Research Institute, 1988. 

(4) Wisconsin Association of School Boards, unpublished annual survey of school 
district compensation based on data provided by local disuicts, 1988. 

(5) See note 3. 

(6) See note 3. 

(7) Department of Public Instruction, Division of Management and Budget; telephone 
interview, data based on reports filed by state's 431 local school districts, 1988. 

(8) See note 6. 

(9) Department of Public Instruction, pupil-teacher ratio calculations based on data filed 
by the state's 431 school districts, 1988. 

(10) Calculations based on survey data from Shore wood School District, 1988. 

(11) Calculations based on data filed with the Department of Public Instruction by the 
Shorewood School District. 

(12) Wisconsin Legislative Fiscal Bureau report per Department of Public Instruction, 
Division of Management and Budget memo, August 15, 1988. 

(13) Public Expenditure Survey, Wisconsin School District Facts, 1988 . (Madison, WI, 
1988). 
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Wisconsin Policy Research Institute 



The Wisconsin Policy Research Institute is conducting this research effort with 
the full cooperation and support of the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction 
and the Wisconsin Association of School Boards. The published results will be 
available later this year. If you have questions concerning this questionnaire 
contact Richard Rue at the Wisconsin Policy Research Institute, (414) 963-0600. 

Please return this form to the Wisconsin Policy Research Institute, 3107 North 
Shepard Avenue, Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53211. 

School District: 

School Building: „ 

Principal : _ 

(or person completing this form) Phone: ( ) 



What is the normal school day length? Hours & Minutes 

How many time blocks occur in a school day? 

How long is each time block used for scheduling purposes? 

Check this line if your school uses a flexible modular system of scheduling 

or some other system not compatible with the following chart. Please complete 
the student number portion of each chart. 

To complete the charts on the last two pages of this questionnaire please 
reference the following example chart. 

Sample Questionnaire 

The following example assumes a six-hour school day with time periods of 60 
minutes each. 

Kindergarten 

A school with 2 sections of half-day kindergarten would place a 2 on the K row in 
the column for 3 time blocks. There are 28 children in one class and 26 in a 
second. The total of 54 would be entered in the enrollment column. 

Fourth Grade 

In this example each of the two fourth grade classes have a base classroom where 
they receive 4 periods of instruction. For the special sections such as oath, art 
and science they have 2 one hour periods. Together these six periods make up a 
single school day. 

Sixth Grade 

A school with 2 sixth grade classes with 3 hours each followed by 3 one hour 
sections for each of the 2 classes would enter on the row for grade 6, a 2 in the 
three-hour column and a 6 in the one-hour column. The total number of sixth grade 
children, 50, is entered in the enrollment column. 



Hiah School 

In this high school example there are 210 pupils in the 12th grade class. In j 
high school or middle school building each section of class would be counted 
separately. For example, if there were four sections of 12th grade english of 
one hour, each would be counted separately. In this example there are 56 one 
hour sections or classes in a typical school day and 16 two hour classes for 
the 210 pupils in the 12th grade. Study hall periods and independent studies 
would also be counted since they are a part of the school day. 



SAMPLE CHART 





Time Blocks (in hours) 


jra Fri. 
September 


v* dUC 


1/2 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


tth .4b 1 1 ^% Sm 

Enroiimen 
























V 
Si 








0% 

2 












54 


1 

X 














2 






55 


2 

m 














2 






43 


J 














2 






43 


A 




4 






2 










51 


5 




A 
% 
















47 


6 




6 




2 














7 




5 


2 


1 












49 


8 




6 


1 


1 












4.1 


9 




44 


10 














188 


10 




38 


14 














175 


11 




41 


12 














193 


12 




56 


16 














210 


Un- 
graded 
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Contained Classrooms 

I Classrooms I Hours 

ED 



# Pupils 



LD 

SMR 

TMR 



Op 



A school with 3 ED pupils for 6 
hours in one classroom would 
place a 1 in the classroom column 
opposite ED, a 6 in the # Hours 
column and a 3 in the pupils 
column. 



Please complete the following chart for the 1986-8 7 school year. 



Grade 



Time Blocks (in hours) 


3rd Fri. 
SeDtemher 

■r W W W MA mm \* * 

Enrolloen 


1/2 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 















































































































































































































































































































K4 

K 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

Un- 
graded 



Self-contained Classrooms 

I Classrooms I Hours 

ED 



I Pupils 



LD 

EMR 

TMR 



9 

ERIC 



If you have questions on how to complete this chart please call Richard Rue at 
Wisconsin Policy Research Institute (414) 963 - 0600. 



Please comnlete the following chart for the 1987-88 school year 



Grade 
K4 
K 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

Un- 
graded 



Time Blocks 


3rd Fri. 
September 
Enrollmen 


1/2 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 















































































































































































































































































































Self-contained Classrooms 

I Classrooms I Hours 

ED 



I Pupils 



LD 

EMR 

TMR 



If you have questions on how to complete this chart please call Richard Rue at 
Wisconsin Policy Research Institute (414) 963 - 0600. 
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ABOUT THE INSTITUTE 



The Wisconsin Policy Research Institute is a not-for-profit institute 
established to study public policy issues affecting the state of Wisconsin. 

Under the new federalism, government policy increasingly is made at 
the state and local level. These public policy decisions affect the lives of 
every citizen in the state of Wisconsin. Our goal is to provide nonpartisan 
research on key issues that affect citizens living in Wisconsin so that their 
elected representatives are able to make informed decisions to improve the 
quality of life and future of the State. 

Our major priority is to improve the accountability of Wisconsin's 
government. State and local government must be responsive to the 
citizens of Wisconsin in terms of the programs they devise and the tax 
money they spend. Accountability should be made available in every 
major area to which Wisconsin devotes the public's funds. 

The agenda for the Institute's activities will direct attention and 
resources to study the following issues: education; welfare and social 
services; criminal justice; taxes and spending; and economic development. 

We believe that the views of the citizens of Wisconsin should guide 
the decisions of government officials. To help accomplish this, we will 
conduct semi-annual public opinion polls that are structured to enable the 
citizens of Wisconsin to inform government officials about how they view 
major statewide issues. These poils will be disseminated through the 
media and be made available to the general public and to the legislative 
and executive branches of State government. It is essential that elected 
officials remember that all the programs established and all the money 
spent comes from the citizens of the State of Wisconsin and is made 
available through their taxes. Public policy should reflect the real needs 
and concerns of all the citizens of Wisconsin and not those of specific 
special interest groups. 
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